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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on 08-17-2009 has been entered and considered. 
Claims 1-12, and 14-25 are pending in this application. 

Claim 13 is canceled. 

Claims 1-12, and 14-25 remain rejected as discussed below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

2. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

3. Claims 1-12 and 14-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as 
failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use 
the invention. 

4. Regarding claims 1-12 and 14-25, the specification does not contain sufficient 
information to enable the recitation of "an electronic test instrument". The specification 
does not explain what is the test instrument, what does the test instrument do, what is 
being tested, how does the test instrument generate the instrument data, what is the 
purpose if the test instrument and who will benefit from the tests generated. The 
specification provides insufficient guidance to enable one skilled in the art to perform the 
method of claims 1-12 and 14-25. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1-12, 14-17, and 18-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Loveland (US 6,782,413). 

Regarding claim 1 . Loveland discloses an instrument system (fig. 2). The system 
comprises an electronic instrument (130, 134, or 132); and a network interface module 
(114) having a first connector for connecting with the electronic test instrument (the 
connection between 130 and 114), a second connector for connecting with a voice 
module (137 and the connection between 137 and 114), and a third connector for 
connecting with a network (116), wherein the network interface module and the 
electronic instrument are configured to interchange instrument data via the first 
connector (computers, e-mails and servers exchange data though module 114), 
wherein the network interface module and the voice module are configured to 
interchange voice data via a second connector (137 communicate with the WAN trough 
the 114), wherein the voice data is in the form of an electronic signal (it is inherent that 
voice data is in a form of electronic signal), wherein the network interface module and 
the network are configured to interchange combined voice and instrument data via the 
third connector (fig. 2, 116 and col. 7, lines 16-30. The network interface 114 combines 
voice and data and transmits them to the WAN through the third link 1 1 6), and wherein 
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the network interface module is configured to effect transposition between combined 
voice and instrument data and separate instrument data and voice data (fig. 2, col. 7, 
lines 16-30). 

Claim 1 discloses all the limitations of the claimed invention with the exception 
that the electronic instrument is an electronic test instrument. However, examiner takes 
an official notice that it is well known and preferred in the art the computers can test the 
network by sending test packets, ping and traceroute commands to test the network, 
determine network topology, and determine liveliness of network terminals or elements. 
Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to test the network using the electronic device of Loveland for at least the 
reasons stated above. 

Regarding 2. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein interchange of 
instrument data between the network interface module and the electronic instrument 
comprises the reception of instrument data from the electronic instrument by the 
network interface module (fig. 2, 114, 128, 130, 132, and 134). 

Regarding claim 3. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein 
interchange of instrument data between the network interface module and the electronic 
instrument comprises the transmission of instrument data from the network interface 
module to the electronic instrument (fig.2. 114, 128, 130, 132, and 134). 

Regarding claim 4. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein 
interchange of voice data between the network interface module and the voice module 
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comprises the reception of voice data from the voice module by the network interface 
module (fig.2, 114, and 137). 

Regarding claim 6. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein 
interchange of voice data between the network interface module and the voice module 
comprises the transmission of voice data from the network interface module to the voice 
module (fig.2, 112, and 137). 

Regarding claim 7. Loveland discloses an instrument system that further 
comprising the voice module, wherein the voice module comprises a transducer (137), 
wherein the transducer transforms electronic voice data into sounds replicating the 
human voice (137). 

Regarding claim 8. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein 
interchange of combined voice and instrument data between the network interface 
module and the network comprises the reception of a data stream comprising combined 
instrument data and voice-over-IP data from the network by the network interface 
module and wherein the network interface module transposes the combined instrument 
data and voice-over-IP data into separated instrument data and voice data (col. 7, lines 
16-31). 

Regarding claim 9. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein the 
network interface module transposes separated instrument data and voice data into 
combined instrument and voice-over-IP data and wherein interchange of combined 
voice and instrument data between the network interface module and the network 
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comprises the transmission of a data stream comprising the combined instrument and 
voice-over-IP data from the network interface module to the network (col. 7, lines 16-31). 

Regarding claims 14-16. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein the 
voice module comprises a handset (137), wherein the handset/headset/speaker is used 
for communication with an operator (element 137 is used to communicate with people). 

Regarding claim 18. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein the 
network is a local area network (LAN) (fig.2, 110, col. 6, lines 23-28). 

Regarding claim 19. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein the 
network is the internet (it is inherent that the network in the inherent, since they 
exchange VOIP is supported by the system). 

Regarding claim 20. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein the 
network is a Wide-Area-Network (110). 

Regarding claim 21 . Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein the 
system enables communication between the electronic instrument and a remote system 
(fig-2). 

Regarding claim 22. Loveland discloses an instrument system, wherein the 
system enables communication between an operator located with the electronic 
instrument and another individual located remote from the operator's location (fig.2). 
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Regarding claim 23. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein diagnostic 
instrument data from the electronic instrument is transmitted to a remote data analysis 
instrument (fig. 2). 

Regarding claim 5. Loveland discloses and instrument system that further 
comprising the voice module, wherein the voice module comprises a transducer (it is 
inherent the phone set includes a transducer), wherein the transducer transforms the 
human voice into electronic voice data (it is inherent that the phone set 137 converts 
human voice into an electronic signal). 

Regarding claim 10. Loveland discloses an instrument system that further 
comprising the voice module (137). 

With respect to claims 5 and 10, Loveland discloses all the limitations of the 
claimed invention with the exception that the test instrument comprises a chassis and 
that the voice module is built into the chassis. However, it would have been obvious 
matter of design choice to modify Loveland by physically attaching all the elements 
listed above together into a chassis, since applicant has not disclosed that having all the 
elements, listed above, physically attached together into a chassis solves any stated 
problem or is for particular purpose and it appears that the system would 
function/perform equally well with the elements being separate. 

Regarding claims 11 and 17. Loveland discloses all the limitations of the claimed 
invention with the exception that the voice module, the network module and the 
electronic instrument are physically attached. However, it would have been obvious 
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matter of design choice to modify Loveland by physically attaching all the elements 
listed above together, since applicant has not disclosed that having all the elements, 
listed above, physically attached together solves any stated problem or is for particular 
purpose and it appears that the system would function/perform equally well with the 
elements being separate. 

Regarding claim 12. Loveland discloses an instrument system wherein the 
transducer is a speaker (137). 

Regarding claim 24. Loveland discloses all the limitations of the claimed 
invention. 

Loveland fails to disclose connecting to the network wirelessly. However, an 
official notice is taken that the person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention will know how to modify the system to connect to the network wirelessly. The 
person of ordinary skill in the art will notice the need to connect to the network 
wirelessly to eliminate connection cabling, and enjoy portability and flexibility. 

7. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Loveland in view of Lashley et al (US 7,003,085). Hereinafter, referred to Lashley. 

Loveland discloses all the limitations of the claimed invention with the exception 
that the test instrument comprises a call button to connect the user to a support location 
to receive help. However, Lashley, from the same field of endeavor, discloses that a 
customer or user may simply press a customer support call button 1 16 to easily and 
quickly connect with a customer service representative for assistance and support. 
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Thus, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to add a button, as taught by Lashley, into the method of Loveland for at least 
the reasons stated above. 

Response to Arguments 

8. Applicant's arguments filed 08-17-2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

9. Applicant's representative argues that test instrument is clearly understood by 
PHOSITA (based on www.wikipedia.com). 

1 0. Examiner respectfully disagrees. Applicant's original disclosure does not contain 
sufficient information to enable the broad scope of the claims. For instance, what is 
being tested or what problem is being solved by the test instrument or which one of the 
types of test instruments is being used in the present application are unaddressed by 
the applicant's specification. Moreover, the definition supplied by the applicant's 
representative (based on www.wikipedia.com) is not issued on or before the filling date 
of the current application (09/24/2003). Therefore the 1 12 rejection is maintained. 

1 1 . Applicant's representative argues that examiner has not made it clear for why it 
would have been obvious to configure the computer of Loveland as an electronic test 
instrument. 

12. Claims should be interpreted in light of the specification disclosure, it is generally 
considered improper to read limitations contained in the specification into the claims. 
See In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 162 USPQ 541 (CCPA 1969) and In re Winkhaus, 527 
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F.2d 637, 188 USPQ 129 (CCPA 1975), which discuss the premise that one cannot rely 
on the specification to impart limitations to the claim that are not recited in the claim. 

1 3. Claims are given their broadest reasonable construction "in light of the 
specification as it would be interpreted by one of ordinary skill in the art." In re Am. 
Acad. ofSci. Tech. Ctr., 367 F.3d 1359, 1364[, 70 USPQ2d 1827] (Fed. Cir. 2004). 

14. Therefore, examiner takes an official notice that it is well known and preferred in 
the art that the computers can test the network by sending test packets, ping and 
traceroute commands to test the network, determine network topology, and determine 
liveliness of network terminals or elements in a network. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to test the 
network using the electronic device of Loveland for at least the reasons stated above. 
Consequently, the 103 rejection is maintained. 

15. Note: based on MPEP 2144.03 "if applicant does not traverse the examiner's 
assertion of official notice or applicant's traverse is not adequate, the examiner should 
clearly indicate in the next Office action that the common knowledge or well-known in 
the art statement is taken to be admitted prior art because applicant either failed to 
traverse the examiner's assertion of official notice or that the traverse was inadequate. If 
the traverse was inadequate, the examiner should include an explanation as to why it 
was inadequate". Therefore, the common knowledge or well-known in the art statement 
is taken to be admitted prior art. 

16. Furthermore: The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered 
pertinent to the taken official notice. See PTO_892. 
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Conclusion 

17. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Examiner has cited particular columns and line numbers in the references 
applied to the claims above for the convenience of the applicant. Although the specified 
citations are representative of the teachings of. The art and are applied to specific 
limitations within the individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as well. It is 
respectfully requested from the applicant in preparing responses, to fully consider the 
references in entirety as potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well 
as the context of the passage as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the Examiner. 

In the case of amending the claimed invention, Applicant is respectfully 
requested to indicate the portion(s) of the specification which dictate(s) the structure 
relied on for proper interpretation and also to verify and ascertain the metes and bounds 
of the claimed invention. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MOUNIR MOUTAOUAKIL whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1416. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday (1pm-4: 
30pm) Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ayaz R. Sheikh can be reached on 571-272-3795. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/M. M./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2476 
/Ayaz R. Sheikh/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2476 



